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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1 - 16 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the Invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 8, 10, and 14 - 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McCallum (U.S. Patent Number 5,784,635). 

In regard to claim 1, McCallum teaches an insurance claim processing system, comprising: 

• an agent that converts a data point from a first format into a uniform format, wherein said data 
point represents data from an insurance claim (column 5, lines 1 - 4; column 6, lines 40 - 46; and 
column 10, lines 44 - 50). For the purpose of examination, the Examiner interprets an agent as a 
computer program since it performs the conversion of data; 

• a collector that receives said data point in said uniform format and sends said data point to a data 
store, wherein said data point Is a member of a plurality of data points In said uniform format in 
said data store (column 6, lines 47 - 56 and column 8, lines 7-13). For the purpose of 
examination, the Examiner interprets the data collector as a computer system with a processor; 
and 

• an analyzer that retrieves said plurality of data points from said data store and produces a metric 
from said plurality of data points (column 7, lines 6-33 and column 8, lines 36 - 52). For the 
purpose of examination, the Examiner interprets the analyzer to be software on a computer 

system. 
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McCallum does not explicitly teach an insurance claim processing system, although h states in the 
specification that the system described can be used for providing physician data (i.e. diagnosis codes, 
patient identification) uniformly linked to hospitals, insurance companies, and more (column 6, line 40 
through column 7, line 5). However, McCallum teaches a system and method for standardizing a 
physicians records located at physician's offices, laboratories, hospitals, etc. McCallum teaches a 
method and system in which data is extracted and converted into a uniform format, sent to a database, 
and forms a metric (i.e. measure number of patients using the same insurance company). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use a method and system as taught by McCallum as the invention disclosed by McCallum 
teaches all of the limitations as the applicant's invention. McCallum teaches a system which provides an 
efficient means for claim processing by enabling all claims submitted, from any number of systems, to 'e 
in a uniform formation to ensure accurate and reliable information (column 2, lines 43 - 62). 

In regard to claim 5, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 1, 

• wherein said agent is a first agent, and said data point is a first data point (claim 1 of McCallum); 

• wherein the insurance claim processing system further comprises a second agent that converts a 
second data point from a second format into said uniform format (column 6, lines 47 through 
column 7, line 5), 

• wherein said second data point represents data from an insurance claim (column 10, lines 44 - 
50), and 

• wherein said second format is different from said first format (column 6, line 47 -through column 
7, line 5), and 

• wherein said collector receives said second data point in said uniform format and sends said 
second data point to said data store (column 7, lines 6-33 and column 8, line 36 - 52). 

McCallum does not explicitly teach an insurance claim processing system, although h states in the 
specification that the system described can be used for providing physician data (i.e. diagnosis codes, 
patient identification) uniformly linked to hospitals, insurance companies, and more (column 6, line 40 
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through column 7, line 5). However, McCallum teaches a system and method for standardizing a 
physicians records located at physician's offices, laboratories, hospitals, etc. McCallum teaches a 
method and system in which data is extracted and converted into a uniform format, sent to a database, 
and forms a metric (i.e. measure number of patients using the same insurance company). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use a method and system as taught by McCallum as the invention disclosed by McCallum 
teaches all of the limitations as the applicant's invention. McCallum teaches a system which provides an 
efficient means for claim processing by enabling all claims submitted, from any number of systems, to 'e 
in a uniform formation to ensure accurate and reliable information (column 2, lines 43 - 62). 

In regard to claim 8, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 1; further 
comprising a compressor that aggregates said plurality of data points from said data store and produces 
a summary of said aggregated plurality of data points (column 8, lines 23 - 35). 

In regard to claims 10, 14, and 15 said system and storage media claims disclose the same or 
similar limitations as the system claims 1 , 5, and 8, and therefore are rejected for the same reasons 
above. 

3. Claims 2 -4, 6-7, 9, 11 -13, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McCallum as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Doherty et al. (U.S. 
Publication Number 2004/0220836 Al), herein after Doherty. 

In regard to claim 2, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 1. 
McCallum fails to teach a system wherein said analyzer issues an alert if said metric satisfies an alertable 

condition. 

Doherty teaches a system wherein said analyzer issues an alert if said metric satisfies an 
alertable condition (paragraph [0069]). 
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Therefore, it would tiave been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a system wherein said analyzer issues an alert if said metric satisfies an 
alertable condition as taught by Doherty, within the system of McCallum, with the motivation of providing 
a tool to improve the efficiency of a system by ensuring accurate and reliable results data (paragraph 
[0060]). 

In regard to claim 3, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 1. 
McCallum fails to explicitly teach a system wherein said alertable condition is selected from the group 
consisting of (a) a threshold-based condition, (b) an experience-based condition, and (c) a rule-based 
condition. 

Doherty teaches a system wherein said alertable condition is selected from the group consisting 
of (a) a threshold-based condition, (b) an experience-based condition, and (c) a rule-based condition 
(Figure 5). Figure 5 illustrates a threshold and rule based condition in that a goal of a 4% error rate is 
desired, the system calculates/derives the actual percent error, and if greater than 4% issues an alert. An 
example of an experienced based condition is also illustrated in Figure 4 in that the turn around time 
completion rate shows a pattern of two physicians who are consistently late, which then prompts an alert. 

The motivation to combine the teachings of McCallum and Doherty is discussed in the rejection of 
claim 2, and incorporated herein. 

In regard to claim 4, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 1. 
McCallum fails to teach a system wherein said metric is in a form of a data cube. 

Doherty teaches a system wherein said metric is in a form of a data cube (paragraph [0055]). 
Doherty's disclosure of an "executive scorecard" reads on a data cube in that an executive scorecard is 
an array of values (a data cube was defined by the applicant in paragraph [0014] of the specification as 
an array of values). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a system wherein said metric is in a form of a data cube as taught by 
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Doherty, within Ihe system of McCallum, with the motivation of eliminating an disparities in the system 
and providing a system which enables the user to collectively measure various metrics such as claims 
processed (paragraph [0056]). 

In regard to claim 6, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 1. 
McCallum fails to teach a system wherein said metric is a first metric in a form of a first data cube having 
a first set of dimensions, and wherein said analyzer produces a second metric from said plurality of data 
points in a form of a second data cube having a second set of dimensions. 

Doherty teaches a system wherein said metric is a first metric in a form of a first data cube having 
a first set of dimensions, and wherein said analyzer produces a second metric from said plurality of data 
points in a form of a second data cube having a second set of dimensions (paragraph [0055]). There is 
no functional difference between an analyzer producing a first metric and an analyzer producing a second 
metric. Thus, regardless of the metric produced, the function of the analyzer remains the same. 

The motivation to combine the teachings of McCallum and Doherty is discussed in the rejection of 
claim 4, and incorporated herein. 

In regard to claim 7, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 6. 
McCallum fails to teach a system further comprising a presentation sub-system for sending said first 
metric and said second metric to a user interface. 

Doherty teaches a system further comprising a presentation sub-system for sending said first 
metric and said second metric to a user interface (paragraph [0069]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a system further comprising a presentation sub-system for sending said 
first metric and said second metric to a user interface as taught by Doherty, within the system of 
McCallum, with the motivation of allowing the user to efficiently review data by providing a communication 
interface (paragraph [0059] and Figure 2). 
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In regard to claim 9, McCallum teaches the insurance claim processing system of claim 8. 
McCallum fails to teach a system wherein said plurality of data points subsequent to being aggregated by 
said compressor, are deleted from said data store. 

Doherty teaches a system wherein said plurality of data points subsequent to being aggregated 
by said compressor, are deleted from said data store (paragraph [0069]). 

The motivation to combine the teachings of McCallum and Doherty is discussed in the rejection of 
claim 2, and incorporated herein. 

In regard to claims 11-13 and 16 said system and storage media claims disclose the same or 
similar limitations as the system claims 2 - 4, 6 - 7, and 9, and therefore are rejected for the same 
reasons above. 

Conclusion 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to KRISTINE K. RAPILLO whose telephone number is (571)270-3325. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Thursday 6:30 am to 4 pm Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Luke 
Gilligan can be reached on 571-272-6770. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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